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confederates in crime and of herself, and of her attempt to save
herself by turning King's evidence against her paramour and
his twin brother, will be found in the "Annual Register" for
the year 1775 (vol. xviiL), under the title, "Some Account of
the Apprehending and Trying Robert Perreau of Golden
Square, Apothecary, Daniel Perreau of Harley Street, and
Margaret Caroline Rudd, for divers Forgeries/' It is not
easy to determine from this account what was the proportion
of guilt attaching to each of these individuals respectively, if
indeed the brothers Perreau were guilty at all

Mrs. Rudd used to pass as Mrs. Daniel Perreau; and
although there is considerable obscurity as to the part which
the Perreaus played in the frauds perpetrated by forging and
uttering bonds in the name of William Adair, and possibly
some doubt as to the criminality of both of them, as principals
at least, yet in the end the brothers were hanged, some months
after their trial, protesting their innocence. Mrs. Rudd was
acquitted, and was, as we are told, and can readily understand,
" confounded with joy at her discharge."

The case is all the more remarkable from the fact that
Robert Perreau in the first instance produced Mrs. Rudd at
Bow Street, as the person who had given him a bond, which,
when he offered it as a security to Messrs. Drummond (the
bankers), was discovered to be a forgery. The magistrate
admitted her, with somewhat questionable discretion, it would
seem, to give evidence for the Crown against the Perreaus.
Upon the ground of having thus been allowed to become
" King's evidence," she claimed to be exempt from trial, and
applied to be discharged forthwith from custody on bail. Lord
Mansfield,* however, having considered her claim fully, refused
the application. "It has been urged," said he, "that the
prisoner in this case is an accomplice, who has been admitted
to give evidence; that she has already given evidence, and is
further ready to give evidence, to convict her partners in the
business; and therefore, that she is entitled by law to the
King's pardon, and to a pardon which would operate in bar of
her own crime. If she had such a right, we should be bound,
ex debito justiti&y to quit her; if she had not such a legal right,
but yet came under circumstances sufficient to warrant the

* See Cowpex's Reports, p, 331.